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Remarks 

Claims 1-32 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103 based on U.S. Patent No. 5,963,933 
issued to Cheng et al. ("Cheng") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6.567,823 issued to Rothschild 
("Rothschild"). 

Cheng discloses: 

An outer join involves a join of two tables, which are referred to as the left table 
and the right table. An outer join differs from an inner join in that it includes rows 
that have no "partners"-that is, rows from the left table that have no matching rows 
m the right table, or vice versa. 

(Col. 2, lines 40-44). However, Cheng does not disclose "updating each row in the 
destmation table with a row from the results of the outer join operation containing a 
matching element in the first and second columns," as recited in claim 1 . Cheng further 
does not disclose "inserting into the destination table each row from the results of the outer 
join operation with a non-matching element in the firat and second columns," as recited in 
claim 1. 

Rothschild discloses: 

In this case, update statements are created on a target row by target row basis, 
through a special join between the "before image" of the row that has been updated 
and the source database tables that cannot change, using the migration's select 
statement. 

For every row selected by this join, we create the update statement, with a "where" 
clause of the fonn "where Cl=Vl and C2=V2 and ... and CN=VN", in which Cl, 
C2, . . . CN are the target columns mapped from all the source tables, and the VI ' 
V2 . . . , VN are the values the migration maps to these columns taken from the ' 
result of the select statement defining the above special join. 

The values to be set to the target columns by the update statements are taken from 
the after image of the last reference to each RID. 

FIG. 5 describes the insertion of new rows into the target table (after all the delete 
and update operations have been perforaied, and the creation of the insert tables 1*a 
(8) and ignore files R^^ (7) has been completed for all k's from 1 to n). This activity 
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corresponds to the procedure Join Insert and source tables (12) described in FIG 2 
and to the procedure Implement Liserts (17) in the same figure. 

(Col. 9, lines 4-24). 

Rothschild does not disclose "updating each row in the destination table mth a row from 
the results of the outer Join operation containing a matching element in the first and second 
columns,'' as recited in claim I. Rothschild also does not disclose "inserting into the destination 
table each row from the results of the outer Join operation with a non-matching element in the 
first and second columns," as recited in claim 1 . 

Even if Cheng and Rothschild were combined, the combination would neither teach nor 
suggest "updating each row in the destination table with a row from the results of the outer join 
operation containing a matching element in the first and second columns," as recited in claim 1 . 

The combination would also neither teach nor suggest "inserting into the destination table 
each row from the results of the outer join operation with a non-matching element in the first aaid 
second columns," as recited in claim 1 . 

Therefore, applicants submit that claim 1 is patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. 
Given that claims 2 through 4 depend firom claim 1, appHcants submit that these claims are also 
patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. 

Claim 5 stands rejected based on Cheng in view of Rothschild. 

Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, neither disclose nor suggest "updating 
the destination table with the set of matching rows," as recited in claim 5. Cheng and 
Rothschild, alone or in combination, fiulher neither disclose nor suggest "inserting into the 
destination table the set of non-matching rows," as recited in claim 5. Therefore, applicants 
submit that claim 5 is patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. Given that Claims 6-8 
depend from claim 5. applicants submit that these claims are also patentable over Cheng in view 
ofRothschild. 

Claim 9 stands rejected based on Cheng in view ofRothschild. 
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Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, neither disclose nor suggest "updating a 
row in the destination table with a row fix,m the souree table upon the success of a comparison 
operation on an element in the first column of the row from the source table and an element in 
the second column of the row from the destination table," as recited in claim 9. Cheng and 
Rothschild, alone or in combination, flmher neither disclose nor suggest "inserting a row from 
the souree table into fte destination table upon the failure of a comparison operation on an 
element in the first column of the row from the source table and an element in the second column 
of the row from the destination table," as recited in claim 9. Thei^fore, applicants submit that 
claim 9 is patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. Given that Claims 10-12 depend from 
claim 9, applicants submit that these claims are also patentable over Cheng in view of 
Rothschild. 

Claim 13 stands rejected based on Cheng in view of Rothschild. 

Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, neither disclose nor suggest 
"determining a set of update rows based upon the success of a comparison operation performed 
on the source key and the destination key, [and] updating the destination table with the set of 
update rows." as recited in claim 13. Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, further 
neitlier disclose nor suggest "determining a set of insert rows based upon the failure of a 
comparison operation perfomied on the source key and the destination key, [and] inserting into 
the destination table the set of insert rows," as recited in claim 13. Therefore, applicants submit 
that claim 13 is patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. Given that Claims 14-16 depend 
from claim 13, applicants submit that these claims are also patentable over Cheng in view of 
Rothschild. 

Claim 17 stands rejected based on Cheng in view of Rothschild. 

Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, neither disclose nor suggest "updating 
eaxih row in the destination table with a row from the results of the outer join operation 
containing a matching element in the first and second columns." as recited in claim 17. Cheng 
and Rothschild, alone or in combination, further neither disclose nor suggest "inserting into the 
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destination table each row from the results of the outer join operation ^vith a non-matching 
element in the first and second columns," as recited in claim 17. Therefore, applicants submit 
that claim 17 is patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. Given tlmt Claims 18^20 depend 
from claim 17, applicants submit that these claims are also patentable over Cheng in view of 
Rothschild. 

Claim 21 stands rejected based on Cheng in view of Rothschild. 

Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, neithw disclose nor suggest 
"determining a set of update rows based upon the success of a comparison operation performed 
on the source key and the destination key, [and] updating the destination table with the set of 
update rows," as recited in claim 21. Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, further 
neither disclose nor suggest "determining a set of insert rows based upon the failure of a 
comparison operation performed on the source key and the destination key. [and] inserting into 
the destination table the set of insert rows," as recited in claim 21 . Therefore, applicants submit 
that claim 21 is patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. Given that Claims 22-24 depend 
fix)m claim 21. applicants submit that these claims are also patentable over Cheng in view of 
Rothschild. 

Claim 25 stands rejected based on Cheng in view of Rothschild. 

Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, neither disclose nor suggest "updating a 
row in the destination table with a row from the source table upon the success of a comparison 
operation on an element in the first column of the row from the source table and an element in 
the second column of the row from the destination table; as recited in claim 25. Cheng and 
Rothschild, alone or in combination, further neither disclose nor suggest "inserting a row from 
the source table into the destination table upon the failure of a comparison operation on an 
element in the first column of the row from the source table and an element in the second column 
of the row from the destination table," as recited in claim 25. Therefore, applicants submit that 
claim 25 is patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. Given that Claims 26-28 depend from 
claim 25, applicants submit that these claims are also patentable over Cheng in view of 
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Rothschild. 

Claim 29 stands rejected based on Cheng in view of Rothschild. 

Cheng and Rothschild, alone or in combination, neither disclose nor suggest "updating 
the destination table with the set of update rows," as recited in claim 29. Cheng and Rothschild, 
alone or in combination, further neither disclose nor suggest "imerting into the destination table' 
the set of insert rows," as recited in claim 29. Therefore, apphcants submit that claim 29 is 
patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. Given that Claims 30-32 depend from claim 29, 
applicants submit that these claims are also patentable over Cheng in view of Rothschild. 
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Conclusion 



lUconsMeradon aUowance of all pending claims are n^pectfully requested. TOe 
Examiner may call fte Assignee's a»mey a. .he number below to flmher advance pr«eeudon of 
this case to issuance. 



DATE; November 13, 2003 



Respectfully submitted. 



By: 
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Bingham McCutchen LLP 
Three Embarcadero Center, Suite 1800 
San Fiancisco, California 941 11 
Telephone; (650)849-4422 
Telefax: (650)849-4800 
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Registration No. 39,377 
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